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REMARKS 

Claims 1-9 are pending in the application. No new matter is presented in this Response. 

DOUBLE PATENTING: 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable overclaims 3, 6, 9, 11, 16-17, 21, 25-28, 33-37, 40, 
42, 45-46, 48, 51 or/and 54-55 of co-pending "Application No." 2003/0049017. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 5-9, 11,13-18, 20-22, or/and 24 of 
co-pending "Application No." 2004/0139394. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 2-4 and/or 6-7 of co-pending 
"Application No." 2004/0139395. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 2-4, 6-7, or/and 8-10 of co-pending 
"Application No." 2004/014716. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 4-8, 10-13, or/and 15-20 of co-pending 
"Application No." 2004/0143853. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-9 of co-pending "Application No." 
2004/0148627. 

Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 2-4, 6-8, 1 1 , or/and 18-20 of 
co-pending "Application No." 2004/0247292. 

The "application numbers" mentioned by the Examiner are in fact not "application 
numbers" but U.S. Patent Publication Numbers. To clarify the record, the correct application 
numbers corresponding to the "application numbers" (U.S. Patent Publication Numbers) 
referenced by the Examiner are shown in the table below. 
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The above provisional double patenting rejections are noted and applicant will consider 
whether the filing of a terminal disclaimer is appropriate after a determination of allowable 
subject matter in the present application or one or more of the copending applications. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. S102 or 103: 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2005/0278729 to Lamkin et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner states that "the Examiner believes that the combinations of claims 1-33 
are exactly [and/or] substantially identical [to the claims of the present application]". However, 
only claims 25-33 of Lamkin et al. (729) are identical to claims 1-9 of the present application. 

Claims 25-33 of Lamkin et al. (729) are identical to claims 1-9 of the present application 
because Lamkin et al. (729) copied the claims of the present application. U.S. Patent 
Publication 2005/0278729 corresponds to application no. 1 1/180,772. The Examiner's attention 
is directed to a transmittal dated July 12, 2005 in the 1 1/180,772 Image File Wrapper, which 
clearly states that claims 25-33 were copied from U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2004/0139249, which is the U.S. Patent Application Publication for the present application, serial 
no. 10/685,694. Claims 1-24 of Lamkin et al. were copied from U.S. Patent Publication 
2004/0139394, corresponding to application no. 10/686,521, another application by the 
inventors of the present application and having a same U.S. filing date as the present 
application. 
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The effective date of the copied claims, perse, as a reference is July 12, 2005, the filing 
date of application 11/180,772. Thus, the language of the copied claims perse cannot be used 
as a reference against the present application, which is entitled to a filing date of October 17, 
2002 based on the filing of a certified translation of the Korean Patent Application No. 2002- 
63631 on October 21, 2005. 

The application published as Lamkin et al. (729) purports to be a continuation of 
application no. 09/935,756 filed August 21, 2001, which corresponds to U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0078144 to Lamkin et al. Based on the current record, only the portions of 
Lamkin et al. (729) which are also included in Lamkin et al. ('144) could possibly be considered 
to be prior art against the present application. 

The burden of establishing a basis for denying patentability of a claimed invention rests 
upon the Examiner. The limitations required by the claims cannot be ignored. Hence, all words 
in a claim must be considered in deciding the patentability of that claim against the prior art. 
However, regarding the present application, the prior art does not include the language of the 
copied claims in Lamkin et al. (729). The burden is on the Examiner to show that the claims of 
the present application are anticipated or made obvious by some prior art entitled to an earlier 
filing date than the October 17, 2002, the filing date of Korean Patent Application No. 2002- 
63631. 

The Examiner has not met the burden of showing how Lamkin et al. include any subject 
matter relating to the applicants claims, absent the language of the copied claims which are not 
entitled to the July 12, 2005 filing date. For example, claim 25 of Lamkin et al. (729), which is 
copied from claim 1 of the present application, use the terms buffer, markup document, content 
decoder, buffer and preload in the copied claims; however, none of these terms is included in the 
specification of Lamkin et al. (729) or Lamkin et al. ('144). Applicants decline to speculate 
concerning which portions of the specification of Lamkin et al. (729) the Examiner believes 
anticipate or make obvious Applicant's invention as recited in claims 1-9 The Examiner cannot 
shift the Examiner's burden to the Applicants by some vague reference to Lamkin et al. (729) as 
a whole, in view of the fact that not all of Lamkin et al. qualifies as Prior Art to the present 
application. 

It is respectfully requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 
CONCLUSION: 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 
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Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 503333. 



1400 Eye St., NW 
Suite 300 

Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)216-9505 
Facsimile: (202)216-9510 



Respectfully submitted 



STEIN, MCEWEN & BUI, LLP 




Michael D. Stein 
Registration No. 37,240 
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